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I. INTRODUCTION 

On July 25, 2012, the Department of Civil Rights presented to the Public Safety, Civil Rights & Health 

Committee (PSC&H) proposed changes to the process for civilian oversight in Minneapolis.  

In response, the PSC&H Committee provided three directives to the Department of Civil Rights:             

(1) compare and analyze improvements in the proposed ordinance as a result of the Business Process 

Improvement (BPI) and the CRA proposed improvements adopted by the April 23rd CRA committee;    

(2) provide the council with research on the best practices of similar cities; and (3) prior to the public 

hearing September 12, 2012, conduct two community meetings to share the proposal with the public 

and gather feedback.  

As a result, the Civil Rights Department held three meetings in two different locations as follows:  

First Public Comment Session (City Hall) 

August 1, 2012, 7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. Attendance: 15  

Session Leader: Former Assistant 

Director Lee Reid 

Format: PowerPoint Presentation followed by Q&A guided 

by the four questions (Appendix A & B) 

Second Public Comment Session (Shiloh Temple) 

August 16, 2012, 7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. Attendance: 12-15 

Session Leader: Director Velma J. Korbel 
Format: PowerPoint Presentation followed by Q&A guided 

by the four questions (Appendix A & B) 

Third Public Comment Session (City Hall) 

August 21, 2012, 7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. Attendance: 35-40  

Session Leader: Assistant Director 

Michael K. Browne 

Format: Listening Session, distributed copies of the 

PowerPoint (Appendix F) 

 

Members of the community contributed feedback in the form of flyers, emails, letters, and opinions 

voiced at the community meetings. Overall, the community preferred the third format, held as a 

listening session instead of a presentation and guided question-and-answer section. (For an example, 

see Appendix J). While conducting the community meetings, the Department of Civil Rights gathered 

relevant community comments concerning the proposed changes to the ordinance (Appendix C, G and 

H).  

 

This report outlines these concerns and is organized into three parts. Section II discusses community 

feedback regarding the Business Process Improvement initiative in the development of the proposal. 

Section III outlines community feedback regarding specific steps in the revised compliant process. 

Section IV addresses the community’s non-process-related policy concerns. 
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II. THE BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVE 

Community attendees were presented with the proposed Business Process Improvement Initiative and 

were asked to provide feedback on the subject. The following table summarizes issues raised at the 

community meetings regarding the BPI initiative. The common thread amongst these concerns is a 

general lack of community involvement and oversight in the BPI development process.      

 

Point 

1 The proposal was designed by management without community input from the outset 

of the process. 

2 The information, resources, and data used to design the new proposal have not been 

made public. 

3 The Department informed the CRA Board of the ordinance changes only after they 

were brought to the PSC&H. 

4 The Department’s initial proposal contained none of the alternative proposals drafted 

by the CRA Board ad hoc committee. 

5 Community meetings were held only at the direction of the City Council. 

6 The community meetings did not allow for discussion of the proposed ordinance 

changes. 

 

Many community members expressed a wish to have been involved in building the proposal from the 

onset and raised several additional issues. They felt the proposal lacked sufficient transparency and 

wanted earlier notice about community meetings so they could provide meaningful public feedback in 

this and other City process considerations. As a result of concerns expressed at the first community 

meeting, the Department added a third listening session. 
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III. PROPOSED PROCESS FOR CIVILIAN OVERSIGHT IN MINNEAPOLIS 

The Civil Rights Department presented a sequence and detailed explanation of new the complaint 

process to attendees of the community meetings. The community provided feedback regarding the 

revisions, which are outlined below, categorized by reference to each stage of the process: 
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Intake 

Point 

7 The proposal shortens the amount of time allowed to file from 365 to 180 days, a 

disadvantage for individuals dealing with pending criminal charges. 

8 The complainant will not have the ability to choose a civilian or sworn investigator, 

and it adds police officers to the civilian oversight process. 

9 The CRA previously had authority to investigate a wider variety of misconduct as the 

ordinance did not limit the CRA to a set list of offenses. The proposed ordinance 

removes this flexibility by defining eight specific types of misconduct which the CRA 

may investigate. 

 

Review 

Point 

10 Both assistant directors of IAU and CRA must agree to investigate before a complaint 

moves forward. 

11 Mediation is no longer mandatory for either party. 

 

Investigation 

Point 

12 The proposal does not add additional staff to the CRA. The CRA needs more civilian 

investigators to complete work in a timely manner. 

13 The ratio of sworn to civilian investigators will result in most investigations being 

assigned to sworn investigators. 

 

Review Panel 

Point 

14 Residency has been removed as a requirement for panel members. 

15 The Chief, not the Civilian Board Chair, is the tie-breaker on investigation decisions. 
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16 The proposal does not indicate how sworn members will be chosen nor does it specify 

the length of their terms. 

 

Chief of Police 

Point 

17 The proposal no longer requires the Chief of Police to give written reasons to the CRA 

Board for no-discipline decisions. 

18 The Chief gets an unlimited amount of time to make disciplinary decisions on sustained 

cases. 

 

Following the conclusion of the final community meeting, the Civil Rights and Minneapolis Police 

Department reviewed and adopted community input by changing the proposal in the following ways: 

 Increasing the filing timeline for police misconduct complaints from 180 days to 270 days 

 Created compulsory mediation for officers and complainants 

 Included residency as a requirement for panel members 

 Added requirement for the Chief of Police to give written reasons for any no-discipline decisions 

 Clarified how long the Chief has to make disciplinary decisions on sustained cases 

 

IV. NON-PROCESS-RELATED POLICY CONCERNS  

The final section addressed the non-process-related policy points brought up by the public at the 

community meetings. These comments do not fit into the process and raise policy-related issues: 

Point 

19 The Chief has a consistently poor record in disciplining officers on CRA’s (and IAU’s) 

sustained cases. 

20 Community members, CUABP and advocacy groups will not refer people to the new 

process. 

21 City Council could introduce legislation to allow Minneapolis to have an elected CRA 

with more power and resources to hold officers accountable. 
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22 The City Council should consider a scoring system for the Chief. For every 50 

complaints that are lodged to CRA, the Chief could lose 5% in pay.  

23 Without the CRA/City Attorney firewall, people’s complaints in the OPCR could be used 

to prosecute them. 

24 The money budgeted for the BPI transition should be used to “tweak” the current CRA. 

25 Managers and officers should not be in the same union (Minneapolis Police Federation) 

26 The proposal does not have outlined case auditing metrics or explain the power to act 

upon any concerns with the audit. 

 

 

V. CONCLUSION 

As per the request by the PSC&H Committee, the Department of Civil Rights conducted community 

meetings, shared the proposal with the public and gather feedback for the City Council’s consideration. 

Community comments encompass a wide variety of subjects but largely focused on the revised 

complaint process. Some common points were as follows: community participation, transparency and 

public comment. In response, the Department has worked with the Minneapolis Police Department to 

adopt several community points into the proposal. Most notably, the proposal now requires the Chief to 

provide written reasons for no-discipline decisions and mediations are now compulsory for 

complainants and officers. While the final proposal cannot address all the concerns expressed in these 

meetings, it captures relevant and achievable community goals. 
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Proposed 

Ordinance 

Changes 

OFFICE OF POLICE 

CONDUCT 

July 25, 2012 



 Three goals to achieve 

 Efficiency 

 Faster results and outcomes 

 Streamlining the common work of the Department of Civil Rights and the 

Minneapolis Police Department  

 Transparency and engagement 

 Increase the level of transparency and access 

 More meaningful citizen involvement 

 More effective oversight of the investigative processes  

 Align the outcomes and results to expectations  

 Increase confidence in the process 

 

NEED FOR THE CHANGE 



 These proposed changes are a result of a collaboration 
between the City Attorney’s Office, Civil Rights, and the 
Minneapolis Police Department.  

 

 A core group from the Civil Rights Department, MPD Internal 
Affairs, and the City Coordinator’s office met continuously 
from August 2011 until May 2012 to break down the 
complaint processes within Civil Rights and MPD Internal 
Affairs and redesign the process to ensure a fair, consistent, 
balanced, transparent and more timely approach to 
addressing police conduct complaints.  

 Presented to CRA Board on March 7, 2012; incorporated feedback 
from presentation 

 Adapted process to incorporate regulation changes in MN Statute § 
626.89, subd. 2. 

 Civil Rights, MPD, and City Attorney met with board for a second time 
on April 4, 2012 

 

THE PROCESS 



 Making a complaint  
 

 Through the Office of Police 
Conduct Review - either the 
Civilian Unit (CU; formerly CRA) or 
the Internal Affairs Unit (IAU) 

 Via phone, email, in person, 
online  

 

 All complaints are jointly triaged 
and assigned by CU & IAU 
supervisors 

 Now includes criminal complaints 

 Low level complaints may be 
referred to voluntary mediation or 
coaching 

 Assigned to either CU or IAU 
investigators 

 

 

 Advantages of these changes 
 

 Standardized complaint process 

 Pooling of limited resources – 
investigators and support staff 

 Better workload balance 

 Reduction/elimination of 
backlog of investigations 

 Consistent communication & 
messaging  

 Improved expectations & 
outcomes 

 Consistent handling of 
complaints 

 Immediate attention to low 
level complaints at precinct 
level  

 Better caseload management 

THE PROPOSED CHANGES 



 Conducting an investigation 
 

 Combined investigations 
utilizing CU and IAU 
investigators and support staff 

 Combined review and sign-off 
of investigation reports by CU 
and IAU supervisors 

 Utilize existing investigative 
principles and procedures 
 

 Investigation report  
 

 Complaint summary  

 Case investigation  

 Case summary  

 Supportive documentation 
(e.g., video) 

 Advantages of these changes 
 

 Standardized process and reports 

 Consistent investigation reports – 
facts only 

 Pooling of limited resources – 
investigators and support staff 

 Pooling of knowledge, 
experiences and expertise 

 Equal access to tools & resources 

 Better workload balance 

 Reduction/elimination of backlog 
of investigations 

 Consistent communication & 
messaging  

 Improved expectations & 
outcomes 

 Better caseload management 

 

THE PROPOSED CHANGES 



 The Review Panel  
 

 Two civilians (four year terms) 
 Resident, business owner, 

employee in Minneapolis 

 Appointed by mayor & council 

 Assigned by Civil Rights 
director or designee 

 Pool of at least seven 
panelists 

 Analytical background 

 Independent thinker 
 

 Two sworn officers 
 Assigned by Chief of Police or 

designee 

 Pool of officers consisting of 
Lieutenant & above rank 

 

 Standardized report to the 
Chief of Police 

 Advantages of these changes 
 

 Panel reviews complaints 
coming through IAU (new) 

 Balanced perspectives 

 Standardized process and 
review of reports 

 Improved consistency and 
response times 

 Reduced potential for conflicts 
of interest 

 Separating the determination 
functions from the commission  
allows for a better alignment of 
skills to function 

 

 

THE PROPOSED CHANGES 



 The Determination 
 

 Chief of Police 

 Read review panel reports 

 Read the investigation 
report 

 Make determination of 
outcome and discipline 

 Return determination 
finding and supportive 
materials to Office of 
Police Conduct Review for 
final procedural steps 

 Recording  

 Notifying 

 Tracking 

 Measuring 

 Reporting 

 Advantages of these changes 
 

 Responsibility for 
determinations sits with the 
Chief of Police 

 Fresh review by Chief 

 Standardized determination 
reporting 

 More confidence in the 
outcome of the 
recommendation 

 

THE PROPOSED CHANGES 



 Police Conduct Oversight 
Commission – formerly Civi l ian 
Review Authority Board  

 

 Seven members 
 Residency requirement 

 Appointed by Mayor and City 
Council 
 Three Mayoral appointments 

 Four City Council appointments 

 Max two; two year terms 

 Monthly commission 
meetings 

 City staff updates 
 Investigation results and 

measures 

 Sub-committee activities 
 Outreach & education 

 Policy review 

 Auditing of investigations 

 

 Advantages of these changes 
 

 Allows commission to focus on 
advocacy role and outreach, 
education, and policy activities 

 Elimination of potential 
conflict between advocacy and 
adjudication activities 

 New name of the commission 
better represents the work of 
the commission   

 Allows greater opportunity for 
citizen engagement 

 

THE PROPOSED CHANGES 



CRA  

 Board (Mayor/City Council)  

 11 citizens – residency req. 

 4 year terms 

 1 Operation  

 hearings and communication 

 Hearing (now Reviews) 

 3 board members 

 Staff 

 2 investigators 

 Mediation-Mandatory 

OPCR 

 Commission (Mayor/City 
Council)  

 2 Operations 

 Review 

 7+members – no residency req. 

 4 year terms 

 Communication 

 7 members – residency req. 

 Max 2; 2 year terms  

 Review (formerly Hearings)  

 2 review members/2 MPD 

 Staff 

 9 investigators 

 Mediation-Voluntary 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 



CRA 

 Intake – external 

 

 Limited manager dismissal  

 

 No MPD supervisor handling 
of low level complaints  

 

 Independent review of 
investigations 

 

 Mandatory Mediation 

 

 Sustain/Not Sustain and 
Finding of Facts 

OPCR 
 Intake – internal and 

external 

 

 Broader manager dismissal  

 

 MPD supervisor handling of 
low level complaints 

 

 Combined (CU/IAU) review of 
investigations 

 

 Voluntary mediation 

 

 Support/No Support 
recommendations 

 

PROCESS COMPARISON 



 Review, Assess, and Report  

 Six month review 

 Create set of measures to monitor process; ensure outcomes are 

being met 

 Set up check-in meetings 

 Monitor process & adjust as needed until measures are being met 

 Communicate to stakeholders 

 Update City Council 

PROCESS REVIEW  



1st Community Meeting to Discuss Proposed                               
Changes to CRA Ordinance: 

Discussion Questions 
August 1, 2012 

7:00 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 

350 S 5th Street City Hall Room 319 

 
1. Considering the reality facing the CRA, how do you propose that the City of Minneapolis 

deal with police accountability while maintaining citizen involvement? 

2. What is the most troubling aspect of the proposed changes? 

3. What is the most positive aspect of the proposed changes? 

4. What are the top two things that you would want to see changed in this proposed 
process?  

a. How? 



The views expressed herein are the speaker’s 
and do not necessarily represent those of the City of Minneapolis. 

Community Meeting #1 

August 1, 2012  

7:00 p.m.  

City Hall Room 319 

Summary of points  

Assistant Director Lee Reid presented the PowerPoint proposal of the Office of Police Conduct Review. 

Points and questions presented by community members: 

1. Could the complaint process require fewer resources if discipline occurred more consistently? 

2. Has the City collected any survey data from complainants and officers or other stakeholders? 

3. Why did the City wait to involve citizen input? 

4. The proposal loses the ability to bring a solely civilian perspective to the Mayor, City and residents. 

5. Citizens and police have different training and education and approach situations differently. 

6. Civilians cannot state a preference for a civilian or sworn investigator. 

7. Did the City look at the percentage of external complaints sustained by IAD? 

8. How will there be accountability against loss of data, or preferential treatment of complaints? 

9. The proposed ordinance changes deletes the City Attorney firewall which was something we put in place 
during the CRA redesign. 

10. What is the complaint auditing process, in detail? What are the metrics for the sampling of “summary 
data” and who will determine those metrics? If there are concerns after an audit, what power is there to 
act? 

11. The proposal removes the police chief’s requirement to explain disciplinary decisions. 

12. There is a lack of transparency when people don’t know which investigators are assigned to which cases. 

13. Use the current charter: make the chief discipline officers of sustained complaints and officers would be 
mindful they’d have consequences. “That would increase our confidence.” 

14. In the old ordinance, it says “complaints alleging misconduct including but not limited to:” and the 
proposal changes the language to “involving any of the following:” Why was that change made? 

15. Start the whole process over with citizen involvement from the beginning 

16. The problem is not the CRA – it’s a lack of resources and empowerment. There is no need to fold it 
under Internal Affairs. 



The views expressed herein are the speaker’s 
and do not necessarily represent those of the City of Minneapolis. 

17. Properly fund the CRA and keep it separate. 

18. We don’t need checks and balances against the civilians. 

19. Cut the budget of one or two investigators from the Internal Affairs Unit and move the money to CRA. 

20. The proposal limits the timeframe in which a person can make a complaint down to six months. 

21. The proposal says the panel shall issue within 3 days of the panel review and it must be in the proper 
format. 

22. The Chief is not given a timetable for issuing disciplinary decisions. 

23. The Communities United Against Police Brutality will not encourage people to file a complaint with the 
new proposed unit. 

24. The premise appears to be that in order to change the police culture one must involve the police in the 
complaint process. 

25. Mediation would become mandatory in the proposal instead of compulsory. 

 















































































































Office of Police Conduct 

Proposed Ordinance Changes 

August 21, 2012 



The Problem 
• Current process not meeting the needs of complainants, CRA 

board, city staff, MPD, Civil Rights, or citizens 

• Complaint process takes too long 

• Significant time delays exist throughout the process, causing 
cases to “expire” 

– Inadequate level of investigative resources 

– Waiting for signed complaint 

– Over-processing the investigation report findings 
• More information put in the report than needed 

• Backlog as a result of over-processing  

– Monthly CRA Board meeting acts as a bottleneck  
• Cases age as they wait for a hearing to be scheduled 

• Due to the time commitment required for board members, it is 
very hard to solicit and retain board members, therefore the 
board is rarely at full capacity 

• Misalignment of expectations & outcomes 

– Do not understand what this process is for  
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The Process 
• These proposed changes are a result of a collaboration between 

the City Attorney’s Office, Civil Rights, and the Minneapolis Police 
Department. 

 

• A core group from the Civil Rights Department, MPD Internal 
Affairs, and the City Coordinator’s office met continuously from 
August 2011 until May 2012 to break down the complaint 
processes within Civil Rights and MPD Internal Affairs and 
redesign the process to ensure a fair, consistent, balanced, 
transparent and more timely approach to addressing police 
conduct complaints. 

– Presented to CRA Board on March 7, 2012; incorporated feedback 
from presentation 

– Adapted process to incorporate regulation changes in MN Statute § 
626.89, subd. 2. 

– Civil Rights, MPD, and City Attorney met with board for a second 
time on April 4, 2012 
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The Proposed Changes 

• Making a complaint 
– Through the Office of Police 

Conduct Review - either the 
Civilian Unit (CU; formerly CRA) or 
the Internal Affairs Unit (IAU) 
• Via phone, email, in person, online  

– All complaints are jointly triaged 
and assigned by CU & IAU 
supervisors 
• Now includes criminal complaints 

• Low level complaints may be 
referred to voluntary mediation or 
coaching 

• Assigned to either CU or IAU 
investigators 

Advantages of these changes 
– Standardized complaint process 

– Pooling of limited resources – 
investigators and support staff 

– Better workload balance 

– Reduction/elimination of backlog 
of investigations 

– Consistent communication & 
messaging  

– Improved expectations & 
outcomes 

– Consistent handling of complaints 

– Immediate attention to low level 
complaints at precinct level  

– Better caseload management 
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The Proposed Changes 

• Conducting an investigation 
– Combined investigations utilizing 

CU and IAU investigators and 
support staff 

– Combined review and sign-off of 
investigation reports by CU and 
IAU supervisors 

– Utilize existing investigative 
principles and procedures 

 

• Investigation report 
– Complaint summary  

– Case investigation  

– Case summary  

– Supportive documentation     
(e.g., video) 

Advantages of these changes 
– Standardized process and reports 

– Consistent investigation reports – 
facts only 

– Pooling of limited resources – 
investigators and support staff 

– Pooling of knowledge, 
experiences and expertise 

– Equal access to tools & resources 

– Better workload balance 

– Reduction/elimination of backlog 
of investigations 

– Consistent communication & 
messaging  

– Improved expectations & 
outcomes 

– Better caseload management 
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The Proposed Changes 

• The Review Panel 
– Two civilians (four year terms) 

• Resident, business owner, 
employee in Minneapolis 

• Appointed by mayor & council 

• Assigned by Civil Rights director 
or designee 

• Pool of at least seven panelists 

• Analytical background 

• Independent thinker 

– Two sworn officers 
• Assigned by Chief of Police or 

designee 

• Pool of officers consisting of 
Lieutenant & above rank 

– Standardized report to the 
Chief of Police 

Advantages of these changes 
– Panel reviews complaints 

coming through IAU (new) 

– Balanced perspectives 

– Standardized process and 
review of reports 

– Improved consistency and 
response times 

– Reduced potential for conflicts 
of interest 

– Separating the determination 
functions from the 
commission  allows for a 
better alignment of skills to 
function 
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The Proposed Changes 

• The Determination 
– Chief of Police 

• Read review panel reports 

• Read the investigation 
report 

• Make determination of 
outcome and discipline 

• Return determination 
finding and supportive 
materials to Office of 
Police Conduct Review for 
final procedural steps 
– Recording  

– Notifying 

– Tracking 

– Measuring 

– Reporting 

Advantages of these 
changes 

– Responsibility for 
determinations sits with 
the Chief of Police 

– Fresh review by Chief 

– Standardized 
determination reporting 

– More confidence in the 
outcome of the 
recommendation 
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The Proposed Changes 

Police Conduct Oversight 
Commission – formerly Civilian 
Review Authority Board 

– Seven members 
• Residency requirement 

– Appointed by Mayor and City 
Council 
• Three Mayoral appointments 

• Four City Council appointments 

• Max two; two year terms 

– Monthly commission meetings 

– City staff updates 
• Investigation results and 

measures 

– Sub-committee activities 
• Outreach & education 

• Policy review 

• Auditing of investigations 

 

Advantages of these changes 
– Allows commission to focus on 

advocacy role and outreach, 
education, and policy 
activities 

– Elimination of potential 
conflict between advocacy 
and adjudication activities 

– New name of the commission 
better represents the work of 
the commission   

– Allows greater opportunity for 
citizen engagement 
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Process Comparison 

CRA 
• Intake – external 

• Limited manager 
dismissal 

• No MPD supervisor 
handling of low level 
complaints 

• Independent 
investigations 

• Mandatory Mediation 

• 3 member hearing panel  

• Sustain/Not Sustain and 
Finding of Facts 

• Complainant appeal 

• 3 member hearing panel 
civilian 

• Notification of disciplinary 
decision – chief attends 
board meeting to discuss 
disciplinary decision 

CPCOB  
(Board Version) 
• Intake – external 

• Independent investigations 

• Mandatory mediation 

• MPD supervisor handling of 
low level complaints 

• Complainant appeal 

• 3 member review panel 
(civilian) + 1 MPD non-
voting advisor 

• Disputed disciplinary 
decisions between board 
and MPD forwarded to 
mayor for review.   

• Merits of complaints 
founded/unfounded 

OPCR 
• Intake – internal and 

external 

• Broader manager 
dismissal 

• MPD supervisor handling 
of low level complaints 

• Combined (CU/IAU) review 
of investigations 

• Voluntary mediation 

• Support/No Support 
recommendations 

• 4 member review panel (2 
citizens/2 officers) 

• Internal auditing function 
by board 

• Complainant appeal 



Structural Comparison 

CRA 

• Board (Mayor/City 
Council) 

– 11 citizens – 
residency req. 

– 4 year terms 

– 1 Operation  

• hearings & 
communica-tion 

• Hearing (now 
Reviews) 

– 3 board members 

• Staff 

– 2 investigators 

• Mediation-Mandatory 

CPCOB  
(Board Version) 

• Board (Mayor/City 
Council) 

• 11 citizens – residency 
req. 
– 3 MPD Advisors 

– 4 year terms 

• 1 Operation  
– hearings and 

communication 

• Hearing (now Reviews) 

• 3 board members + 1 
MPD advisor 

• Number of investigators 
based on data collected 
or ratio of sworn officers. 

• Mediation = Mandatory 

• Maintenance of firewall 
between CRA and Civil 
Rights 

10 

• Commission (Mayor/City 
Council) 

• 2 Operations 

• Review 

• 7+members – no 
residency req. 

• 4 year terms 

• Communication 

• 7 members – residency 
req. 

• Max 2; 2 year terms  

• Review (formerly 
Hearings) 

• 2 review members/2 MPD 

• Staff 

• 8 investigators 

• Mediation-Voluntary 

OPCR 



Process review  

• Review and access the process 

– Six month review 

– Create set of measures to monitor process; 

ensure outcomes are being met 

– Set up check-in meetings 

• Monitor process & adjust as needed until measures 

are being met 

– Communicate to stakeholders 

– Update City Council 
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Notes 
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The views expressed herein are the speaker’s 
and do not necessarily represent those of the City of Minneapolis. 

Community Meeting #2 

August 16, 2012  

7:00 p.m.  

Shiloh Temple International Ministries 

Summary of points  

Director Velma J. Korbel presented the PowerPoint proposal of the Office of Police Conduct Review, v2 

Points and questions presented by community members: 

1. The complainant will not have a choice between a sworn and civilian investigator. 

2. If the CRA AD and IAD supervisor do not agree a complaint should go forward, who would be the 
deciding authority? 

3. Would an audit be able to view an entire investigation? The proposed wording says “summary data” 
would be audited. 

4. Citizens conceived the original CRA and the staff designed the new proposal without asking for citizen 
input. 

5. Were CRA ad hoc committee’s proposal elements added to the OPCR proposal? 

6. The way to hold police accountable is not to involve them in the oversight process. 

7. Proportionally fund IAD and CRA separately based on the number of complaints they receive. 

8. Refer to the Mayor if the Chief is not following through on disciplinary decisions for cases with merit. 

9. Is there a cost-benefit analysis available? 

10. Document and provide the research done in creating this proposal based on international experience of 
civilian oversight. 

11. Has this been critiqued or reviewed by the “Police Research Institute” or other knowledgeable groups? 

12. In the future could the City send out a mailing to constituents about important community meetings? 
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Community Meeting #3 

August 21, 2012 

7:00 p.m.  

City Hall Room 319 

Summary of points 

Assistant Director Michael K. Browne facilitated the public comment session on the Office of Police Conduct 
Review proposal. 

Points and questions presented by community members: 

1. There is mistrust in the community about officers investigating other officers.  

2. There is chance for subjective investigations. It’s unsafe for civilians to file complaints about police 
officers with other police officers. 

3. People might be more fearful if they knew their complaint might well be going to a police investigator. A 
person can be prosecuted for falsely reporting police brutality.  

4. It becomes his word against hers, and evidence disappears. This puts you in danger of being prosecuted 
under this law.  

5. If someone complains about a crime (stolen property, etc.) you can be charged with a gross 
misdemeanor. Current CRA allows you to complain to citizens. 609.505.  

6. Retaliation was a large factor in the CRA being created in the first place. OPCR leaves citizens without a 
place to file complaints without fear. 

7. The Chief of Police still won’t issue discipline on sustained cases.  

8. Out of a hearing panel of 2 civilians and 2 officers, the Chief would be the tie-breaker in OPCR. 

9. There’s a loss of transparency — the new OPCR removes the Chief reporting to the complainant, the 
CRA and the community. 

10. The proposed plan reduces civilian influence in the police oversight process. 

11. The new restructuring proposal for Citizen’s Review includes a virtual veto power for the police 
department in relation to investigating complaints made by citizens against the police. 

12. This proposed model of civilian oversight is significantly different than any that currently exists in this 
country. What models were used to create this model?  

13. Prior redesigns were incremental. The proposed changes are an ordinance overhaul. 

14. Loss of requirement to be a Minneapolis resident to sit on the review panel. 
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15. Under the current system, the complainant has a choice whether an officer or a civilian will investigate 
the complaint. 

16. With the CRA/City Attorney firewall removed people’s complaints in the OPCR could be used to 
prosecute them. Current CRA – 1 year to complain. Most people wait to file the complaint once any 
pending criminal charges are dealt with. Proposed process shortens amount of time, and wipes out the 
firewall. If the City Attorney looks for data, it takes away safety and trust. 

17. Both of the heads of IAU and CRA will have to agree before the investigation on a complaint will go 
forward. The Civilian Board Chair should be the tie breaker on investigation decisions rather than the 
Chief. 

18. Auditing will be of "summary data and aggregate statistics" does not amount to any transparency by this 
Oversight Commission with respect to the particulars of any individual investigation. 

19. Changing the current requirement that the Chief of Police must give written reasons to the CRA board 
for any no-discipline decisions. 

20. “This proposal will reduce/eliminate fears of retaliation” on flipchart – what support is there of that 
claim? 

21. Most people feel it will increase retaliation issues and will be investigated by police investigators. 

22. Is this about saving money instead of funding the CRA’s current process? 

23. Why isn’t money being used to design a new proposal being used to tweak the current civilian 
oversight? The current proposal is not needed or wanted. 

24. Complaining to the cops about the cops doesn’t work – which is why the CRA was started in the first 
place. It is not appropriate to demand citizens go to “half civilians, half police officers” to complain 
about officers.  

25. The chief is not disciplining IAU complaints… or CRA complaints. A combination of CRA and IAU is not a 
solution. 

26. The time periods are unrealistic and ridiculous. The hearing panel gets 3 days in the proposed process, 
the chief gets an infinite amount of time to decide. There’s already a problem with the chief taking years 
to make disciplinary decisions.  

27. The chief is not holding the officers accountable and no one is holding the chief accountable either. 

28. This whole process, and meetings is a lie and a farce – the Mayor and City Council have been 
participating in it. When you make peaceful revolution impossible, you make violent revolution 
inevitable. 

29. Since the police all belong to the same federation, why haven’t we dealt with the fact management and 
labor are not divided? Conflict of interest. How come we can’t differentiate between the chief and 
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officers? Seems to be a desire to protect their own union members, which doesn’t result in proper 
discipline of officers. 

30. Occupiers have had first-hand issues with the chief going back on his word, and forcibly removing 
people. Officers have also been documented handing out illegal substances to citizens. Metro Gang 
Strike Force was a huge failure. FBI investigated. Of CRA cases, 37 officers found guilty of misconduct 
and 3 disciplined. 

31. Cost-benefit analysis should favor keeping CRA as it is and not paying out millions of dollars to people 
who were beat up by the police. The funding for civilian investigators should be proportionate to how 
many complaints they get – and the same way for IAU. 

32. The Chief is free to ignore the CRA. This proposal not only doesn’t fix that, it makes it worse. 

33. It takes way too long for an investigation to be complete. This proposal doesn’t offer any more staff, and 
the CRA needs more investigators to complete work in a timely manner. 

34. Regarding recent legislation, it changes a line in the ruling of the CRA Board. 

35. In CRA Board proposal, if Chief didn’t discipline adequately, he is held accountable by the Mayor. The 
proposal presented by the department does not include the same safeguards. 

36. None of the CRA Board’s proposal was included in the department’s proposal. 

37. Put the CRA Board chair as the tie-breaker in the current proposal. 

38. CRA Board member: likes the referral of cases to the precinct. 

39. Finds it extremely offensive the community meetings were not involving conversations that go both 
ways – hearing and responding to citizens. 

40. As civilians, we want our complaints to go to civilians – not police. End of story. Fund it properly. 

41. Former CRA Board members: upon looking at several models of civilian review, that type of information 
should go into creating this model. What information was used? Show it to the public. Show the 
documentation. In previous redesigns there was a lot more transparency and information which helped 
to inform the people who made the final decisions. City Council members shouldn’t have to individually 
do this research to find out. When is that information going to be available and will the City Council 
members have a chance to see what research supports this drastic new model?  

42. The Chief should not be in charge of looking out for officers as well as ultimate disciplinary decisions for 
officers. “Fox guarding the hen house.” 

43. The chief and MPD has been federally funded for extreme surveillance and semi-automatic weapons, 
but you want the CRA, civilian oversight, to be weakened to the point of extinction. 
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44. This doesn’t feel like the City is part of the community, or wants to collaborate with citizens. It’s 
dysfunctional for the City to be so authoritative and disrespectful to its citizens. 

45. The takeaway by the community was “this is a done deal. Here’s a presentation to show you what we’re 
going to do.” CUABP had to inform the CRA Board about the proposal… this was a secret process. 
Citizens have to go directly to the City Council to be heard. 

46. There will be fewer complaints with the proposed process but it will be because the public will not trust 
the new process. Community members and CUABP (and similar) will discourage people from using the 
new process. 

47. The ordinance makes it clear residency is not a requirement. So how are they invested in our 
community? 

48. Two officers, two community members (everyone appointed) will vote and the Chief will be the tie-
breaker for hearing panels. The chief will side with the officers and gives illegal reasons as he does now 
for not disciplining officers. The new proposal has no accountability for the chief or officers. 

49. This new proposal is about dumping off complaints, giving citizens no recourse other than to sue the 
city. 

50. The CRA was started because the police killed two black community members. Around 2000, the police 
got very out of control, and then mediation was brought up as a farce. Then CRA was moved into City 
Hall – with the police. Now the proposed plan is going further, combining it with Internal Affairs. The 
City and Civil Rights Department does not represent the community, and the needs of the community. 

51. We’re supposed to live in a country based on checks and balances and the new proposal does not show 
those at all. It gives the corrupted police more freedom to harm minority citizens..2000-3000 families in 
one church will be affected by this new proposal. This will happen all over the city. Empower the CRA 
with adequate resources, and do not follow through on this proposal which was clearly orchestrated by 
the MPD. Make sure this government is accountable to its citizens. 

52. The CRA budget was percentage was.55 of 1% of the MPD budget. 

53. If complainants don’t know to ask they may assume their complaints will be investigated by a civilian, 
and that makes this proposal a front for the MPD/IAU. 

54. Under this new process, the witnesses won’t be addressed unless the 2 officers-2 community members 
panel wants to ask them. The chief doesn’t have to, either. No one in a position to make a 
recommendation or decision has to talk to the witness. 

55. The reasons the Chief has been giving for not disciplining: “credibility of witnesses.” The chief never 
talked to the witnesses, and makes credibility assumptions. Under the new proposal, the Chief does not 
have to give reasons for not disciplining. This needs to be added. Also “criminal history of complainant” 
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which was the chief violating the ordinance. No one called him out – not on PSC&H, not the Mayor, City 
Council, or the City Attorney.  

56. Severe lack of accountability in MPD currently. There’s plenty of evidence in lawsuits, personal accounts, 
etc. The Chief perpetuates the culture of thugs. There are many more people who feel this way but are 
tired of “the process” and being treated disrespectfully. 

57. When you have an entity of power that has no accountability, abuse will occur and the citizens cannot 
and will not allow that to happen. 

58. Currently officers under investigation for attacking citizens were allowed to work at Occupy events and 
were viewed using force unnecessarily. Poor leadership and not enough accountability create a 
dangerous situation which escalates through their own actions – not the citizens. 

59. This is an international issue – a core issue – that is not being addressed in trainings of officers. Plenty of 
horror stories exist about police brutality and the ensuing lack of discipline.  

60. Police working side jobs is using city resources. 

61. Most complaints are filed because something very traumatic has happened regarding a Minneapolis 
police officer – and often the case evidence needed is not provided by the MPD. Complainants don’t file 
for self-benefit but rather because, “I just want to make sure this never happens to anyone else.” 

62. We should be respecting the people who stand up and make complaints. This can be dangerous, 
inconvenient, and takes a long time, but citizens feel it is important. If we take away the current process, 
and say people have to file complaints with the police (and won’t know if an officer or civilian reviewed 
their complaint) no progress can be made. The police will keep telling themselves everything is fine. The 
proposed process is not set up to make progress. 

63. City Council could introduce legislation to allow Minneapolis to have an elected CRA with more power 
and resources to hold officers accountable. 

64. The City Council should consider a scoring system for the Chief and for every 50 complaints that are 
lodged to CRA it should result in a potential %5 loss in pay for the Chief. 

65. Why does the City feel government founded of by and for the people doesn’t apply to them? 

66. The responsibility for this new proposal, community meetings belongs to Mayor RT Rybak. 

67. The CRA is a fraud – Dave Bicking was removed from the CRA Board for being too vocal and wanting 
more progressive change and accountability in the police department. 
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